

























students	 and	 educators	 as	 co-constructors	 of	 pedagogy	 in	 the	 two	 curricula	
presented.		Through	a	process	of	thematic	synthesis	analysis	of	the	salient	features	of	
each	 curriculum,	 this	 paper	 proposes	 four	 shared	 areas	 of	 pedagogical	 dilemmas.	
These	dilemmas	are	explored	and	discussed	in	relation	to	their	impact	to	the	learning	







Nations	 Convention	 of	 the	 Rights	 of	 the	 Child	 (UNCRC)	 (United	 Nations	 [UN],	 1989)	
consolidates	participation	as	one	of	the	three	pillars	of	the	convention	(James	&	Prout,	







to	 addressing	 social	 rights	 of	 children	 (Archard,	 1993).	 Conversely,	 the	 concept	 of	
participation,	for	which	definitions	are	multifaceted	and	fluid,	is	celebrated	as	connecting	
elements	 of	 civil	 and	 political	 rights	 and	 citizenship	 (Hart,	 1992;	 Tisdall	 et	 al.,	 2009).	
Initially	 associated	 primarily	 to	 the	 act	 of	 consultation	 (Hart,	 2008),	 and	 individual	
decision-making	 practices	 (Wyness,	 2012),	 the	 understanding	 of	 participation	 has	
expanded	to	a	multidimensional,	complex	activity	requiring	dynamic	relationships	and	
shared	practices	(Spyrou,	2011;	Theobald	et	al.,	2011).		
The	 ongoing	 problematisation	 of	 both	 the	 definition	 (Tisdall	 &	 Punch	 2012)	 and	 the	
(under)	theorisation	of	participation	(Kjørholt,	2011)	has	opened	up	new	opportunities	
for	the	recognition	of	unstructured	and	non-institutional	forms	of	participation	(Larkins,	




Jerome’s	 (2018)	 thoughtful	 reflections	 on	 the	 delivery	 and	 implementation	 of	 Human	
Rights	Education	(HRE),	extends	the	question	of	the	role	of	practitioners	to	the	realm	of	
CRE.	 Unsurprisingly,	 educators’	 knowledge	 (Gillett-Swan	 &	 Sargeant,	 2018;	 Jerome,	
2018)	and/or	personal	beliefs	(Alderson,	2008)	have	been	identified	as	instrumental	in	
ensuring	a	meaningful	learning	experience.	As	such,	the	training	and	nurturing	of	rights-




whether	 it	 is	 framed	 as	 children’s	 or	 human)	 to	 feature	 in	 educational	 programmes	
designed	for	educators	and	practitioners	operating	in	the	broad	field	of	childhood(s).	The	
reality	suggests	different.	Jerome	and	colleagues	(2015)	revealed,	in	a	report	conducted	
for	UNICEF	and	 investigating	the	status	of	 teaching	and	 learning	of	children’s	rights	 in	
twenty-six	nations,	 that	only	Scotland	had	specific	 requirements	 for	 children’s/human	
rights	to	feature	in	their	initial	teacher	training	programmes.	It	is	therefore	of	particular	
importance	 to	 open	 spaces	 for	 reflections	 and	 discussions	 on	 the	 development	 and	
delivery	of	rights	training/curricula	for	practitioners	and	educators.		


















challenges	 in	 the	 two	 curricula.	 These	 common	 threads	 in	 the	 teaching	 and	 learning	
experiences	 are	 organised	 in	 four	 pedagogical	 dilemmas:	 agency,	 performativity,	
knowledge	and	time.	In	the	concluding	section	of	the	paper,	we	develop	recommendations	











The	 focus	of	HRE,	 and	 therefore	of	CRE,	has	been	 summarised	under	 three	headlines:	
knowledge	and	skills,	attitudes	and	values,	and	actions	(Thelander,	2016).	Different	forms	
of	CRE	(Howe	&	Covell,	2010)	have	been	developed	to	incorporate	rights	and	civic	matters	
in	 the	 curriculum.	 Tibitts	 (2002;	 2017)	 identifies	 three	 core	 approaches	 to	 HRE:	 the	
Values	and	Awareness	Model,	the	Accountability	Model	and	the	Transformational	Model.	
The	curricula	discussed	in	this	paper,	in	the	form	of	CRE	for	early	childhood	education	




construction	 of	 the	 curriculum,	 and	 most	 frequently	 also	 in	 its	 delivery	 of	 activities	



















clash	 with	 the	 beliefs	 and	 values	 of	 pedagogical	 approaches.	 These	 very	 issues	 are	

















the	 children’s	 rights	 field,	 where	 fruitful	 discussions	 explore	 issues	 such	 as	 cultural	
relativism	(Montgomery,	2008;	Moosa-Mitha,	2005),	applicability,	and	the	risks	of	top-
down	approaches	(Liebel,	2012).	In	contrast	to	the	external	challenges,	which	have	the	





















consolidate	 understanding	 of	 governments’	 obligations	 in	 regard	 to	 education	 and	
training.		
We	argue	that,	on	closer	exploration,	other	articles	in	the	UNCRC	(UN,	1989)	provide	a	














argument	 for	 the	 importance	 of	 CRE.	 The	 article	 emphasises	 the	 role	 of	 education	 in	
supporting	children’s	knowledge	and	understanding	of	Human	Rights	and	dignities,	 in	
preparing	‘the	child	for	responsible	life	in	a	free	society’	(UN,	1989).	It	is	in	this	task	that	


























Research	 indicates	 that	 Children’s	 Rights	 are	 rarely	 explicitly	 articulated	 in	 early	
childhood	 practice	 (Jerome	 et	 al.	 2015;	 Pardo	 &	 Jadue,	 2018;	 Robson,	 2016).	 Early	
childhood	 education	 and	 care	 degree	 students	 are	 primarily	 engaged	 in	 developing	
knowledge	and	understanding	of	the	cognitive,	metacognitive,	affective	and	behavioural	




curriculum,	 rather	 than	 explicitly	 presented	 in	 its	 own	 right.	 Similarly,	 Curtis	 (1996)	
questions	whether	the	unexplicit	nature	of	teaching	of	rights	might	be	 ‘cursory’.	Curtis	














shift	 towards	 a	 rights	 and	 consent	 provision	 (Lake,	 2014).	 In	 discussing	 HRE	 for	
professionals	 in	public	 services,	 such	 as	police	 and	 the	military,	Andreopoulos	 (2002)	
questions	 the	 efficacy	 of	 a	 knowledge	 driven	 curriculum,	 favouring	 the	 exploration	 of	
complex	principles	and	notions	through	engagement	with	case	studies	and	other	creative	
techniques,	which	allow	for	a	more	direct	form	of	participation	of	students.		
The	 risk	 in	 rigid	 forms	 of	 CRE	 (or	HRE),	which	 focus	 on	 the	 acquisition	 of	 ‘minimum	
required	principles’,	is	the	reproduction	of	a	top-down	approach,	in	effect	replicating	the	
issues	meant	 to	 be	 tackled	 through	CRE	 itself	 (Tibbitts,	 2002).	 The	 importance	 of	 the	
curriculum	being	aligned	with	and	supported	by	the	pedagogies	and	the	practices	of	the	
educational	setting	is	highlighted	by	Öztürk	and	colleagues	(2019)	and	Inagaki	(2002)	in	
their	exploration	of	CRE	 in	countries	exposed	 to	high	 level	of	human	rights	violations.	
Elsewhere,	 discussions	 on	 pedagogical	 models	 lose	 significance	 in	 the	 face	 of	 the	
challenges	experienced	by	professionals	in	the	implementation	of	their	learning.		
Research	in	this	area	indicates	the	incongruency	between	the	teachings	of	CRE	and	the	






Rights	 under	 the	 UNCRC	 (UN,	 1989)	 are	 universal,	 yet	 it	 is	 important	 for	 them	 to	 be	
contextualised	and	incorporated	within	relevant	local	realities,	discourses	and	practices.	
Beyond	the	cultural	norms	and	local	dynamics,	context	also	impacts	children’s	rights	on	




and	 -informed	 research	 (Quennerstedt,	 2013).	 On	 a	 broader	 childhood	 studies	 level	
research	has	focused	primarily	on	three	main	aims:	the	recognition	of	children	as	active	
agents,	 the	 establishment	of	 children’s	 rights	 as	 a	 legal	 framework,	 and	 asserting	 that	
children’s	 rights	 are	not	of	detriment	of	parental	 rights	 (Reynaert	 et	 al.,	 2010).	 In	 the	









among	 others,	 advanced	 the	 knowledge	 and	 understanding	 of	 children’s	 participation	
beyond	 the	 practice	 of	 consultation,	 towards	 a	meaningful	 recognition	 of	 agency	 and	
active	citizenries	in	early	childhood.	The	acknowledgment	and	appreciation	of	children’s	
capabilities	 for	 active	 participation	 have	 facilitated	 the	 development	 of	 research	with	
younger	children	(O’	Sullivan	&	Ring,	2016)	and	of	studies	exploring	more	complex	and	
nuanced	theoretical	conceptualisations	of	children’s	lived	experiences	(Kernan	&	Devine,	
2010).	The	adoption	of	principles	of	 the	 children’s	 rights	 framework	 in	 research	have	
therefore	 opened	 new	 opportunities	 for	 critical	 engagement	 with	 more	 traditional	
ontologies	 of	 childhood(s)	 rooted	 in	 principles	 of	 protection	 (Moore,	 1997)	 and	
developmentally	appropriate	practices	(Woodhead,	2006).			
The	 translation	 of	 research	 into	 practice	 is	 however	 still	 complex	 and	 uneasy,	 and	
facilitation	of	encounters	between	the	two	worlds	is	a	complex	exercise	(Zanatta	et	al.,	
2019).	Whilst	on	one	hand	we	are	encouraged	to	push	the	critical	engagement	with	ideas	












of	 children’s	 rights	 in	 Ireland	 is	 the	 clear	 presence	 of	 a	 series	 of	 Ministerial	 figures	
dedicated	to	working	on	issues	impacting	children’s	rights	directly.	Whilst	in	Ireland	the	
Minister	 for	Children	and	Youth	Affairs	heads	a	dedicated	Department	of	Children	and	





to	 children,	 their	 lives	 and	 experiences	 in	 Parliament	 (Feuchtwang,	 2018).	
Unsurprisingly,	 in	England	the	status	of	children’s	rights	in	policy	making	is	 low.	Since	
2008,	the	UN	committee	on	the	Rights	of	the	Child	has	made	numerous	recommendations	
for	 the	British	government	 to	enhance	 its	 realisation	of	and	commitment	 to	 children’s	




















of	 practice	 based	 in	 Aotearoa/New	 Zealand	 by	 a	 study	 conducted	 by	 Hedges	 and	
colleagues	 (2010).	 Nevertheless,	 the	 opportunity	 to	 translate	 critical	 rights-informed	
research	 into	 everyday	 practices	 is	 impacted	 by	 a	 wider	 range	 of	 obstacles	 faced	 by	
practitioners	and	educators	in	the	field	of	early	childhood.		
Whilst	the	challenges	faced	by	practitioners	in	the	two	contexts	vary,	a	common	thread	
identified	 is	 the	 ongoing	 issue	 of	 a	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 funding	 and	 the	 de-
professionalisation	of	 the	role	of	early	childhood	practitioners	and	educators	(Lloyd	&	
Hallett,	 2010;	Murphy,	2015;	Osgood,	2012).	The	 issues	arising	 from	 the	expansion	of	
provision	of	early	childhood	education	and	care,	with	limited	considerations	for	quality,	
both	in	training	and	professionalization	of	practitioners,	have	been	discussed	in	detail	in	
a	 2012	 OECD	 report	 and	 by	 Moloney	 and	 colleagues	 (2019)	 in	 a	 six-nations	 study	
conducted	 with	 the	 support	 of	 the	 European	 Early	 Childhood	 Education	 Research	
Association	(EECERA).	
The	study		
In	 light	 of	 the	 challenges	 and	 gaps	 in	 training	 and	 development	 of	 early	 childhood	
education	and	care	practitioners	discussed	thus	far,	in	this	comparative	study	we	aim	to	
identify	 common	 threads	 in	 the	 pedagogies	 of	 the	 two	 different	 Children’s	 Rights	
Education	curricula	in	Higher	Education.		






















aims	 to	 support	 the	 exploration	 of	 and	 critical	 engagement	 with	 contextualised	
interpretation	and	application	of	the	rights-based	elements	and	principles	(Bron	&	Thijs,	
2011;	Gill & Howard, 2009).	This	 approach	encourages	 the	engagement	of	 learners	 as	
agentic	selves	(Tibitts,	2017),	both	through	and	for	personal	and	social	transformation,	






Drawing	 on	 findings	 from	 Long’s	 doctoral	 study	 (2017),	 this	 is	 the	 first	 intentionally	
transformative	children’s	rights	education	pedagogical	model	of	 its	kind	developed	for	
early	childhood	students	in	the	Republic	of	Ireland.	One	of	the	main	purposes	of	children’s	
rights	 education	 is	 to	 ensure	 early	 childhood	education	 and	 care	 students	understand	













theoretical	 traditions	 of	 Freire	 (1970)	 and	 Mezirow	 (1991),	 students	 are	 enabled	 to	
investigate	and	critique	law,	policy	and	practice	through	adopting	a	children’s	rights	lens.	
By	 provoking	 critical	 thinking	 and	 nurturing	 practices	 and	 confidence	 to	 cope	 with	
dilemmas,	 complexity	 and	 ambiguity	 (Quennerstedt,	 2013)	 students	 are	 facilitated	 to	
work	through	the	various	‘disorientating	dilemmas’	(Mezirow,	1991)	they	may	encounter.	
The	 rights-based	 pedagogical	 principles	 of	 Osler	 and	 Starkey	 (2010)	 ensure	 the	
encounters	 are	 respectful	 and	 rights-based	 and	 can	 help	 to	 contain	 any	 cognitive	
dissonance.	Comprehensive,	 systematic	and	 interdisciplinary	 in	nature,	 this	model	has	
the	potential	to	enable	students	to	become	confident	and	knowledgeable	about	children’s	
rights	 issues,	 while	 also	 experiencing	 a	 nurturing	 and	 empowering	 learning	 process	




framework	 built	 upon	 the	 teachings	 of	 bell	 hooks	 (1994)	 and	 Burman	 (2008).	 Both	
authors	provide	a	sound	grounding	for	the	learning	ethos	in	the	module,	in	the	words	of	






figure	 of	 the	 adult	 as	 either	 friend,	 expert,	 or	 authority	 (supervisor,	 leader,	 observer)	
(Fine	 &	 Sandstrom,	 1989),	 and	 to	 identify	 novel	 relational	 possibilities	 for	 liberatory	
practices	(bell	hooks,	1994).	Questioning	and	reviewing	is	conducted	through	a	series	of	





impacting	 children’s	 rights.	 In	 this	process,	 students	 are	 guided	 through	a	pathway	of	
experiential	learning,	so	that	their	work	remains	action-oriented	(Burman,	2019).	The	re-
acquired	 ownership	 of	 knowledge	 production	 and	 the	 engagement	 with	 activism	 are	
presented	in	this	model	as	necessary	elements	supporting	the	uncovering	and	analysis	of	
structural	 forms	 of	 oppression,	 experienced	 both	 by	 children	 and,	 intersectionally,	 by	

















The	 second	 study	 conducted	by	Zanatta	 (2020),	 in	 the	English	 context,	was	 a	piece	of	
action	research	focusing	on	the	specific	delivery	of	the	relevant	Children’s	Rights	Module.	
Both	lecturer	and	students	engaged	in	a	series	of	reflections	on	the	learning	process,	then	
analysed	 these	 through	a	Scholarship	of	Teaching	and	Learning	model	 (Kreber,	2005),	
exploring	experiences	in	relation	to	instruction,	pedagogy	and	curriculum.	
In	this	paper	we	use	narrative	as	a	method	to	uncover	a	way	of	knowing-being	(Barrett	&	
Stauffer,	2009),	rather	 than	a	story.	 In	 this	narrative	method,	 the	 focus	shifts	 from	the	
general	accounts	to	the	specific	experiential	elements	that	have	contributed	to	the	process	
of	meaning-making.	Narrative	forms	become	an	opportunity	for	‘re-presenting’	(Barrett	
&	 Stauffer,	 2009,	 p.	 10)	 through	 a	 relational	 mode	 the	 constitution	 of	 knowledge,	 as	
informed	 by	 experience.	 Embedded	 within	 an	 educational	 context	 and	 informed	 by	
transformative	models	of	CRE	as	theoretical	paradigms,	this	methodological	framework	
considers	experiences	through	a	Deweyan	model.	Experiences	are	therefore	understood	
as	 relational	 and	 transactional,	 and	 informed	 by	 emotions,	 actions,	 cognition	 and	
communications	(Dewey,	1938).	The	adoption	of	this	definition	promotes	the	inclusion	of	




In	 the	 specifics	 of	 this	 study,	 the	 experiences	 of	 students	 and	 of	 the	 two	 authors,	 as	
educators,	are	incorporated	as	data	providing	insight	on	social	practices	and	engagement	








The	 analysis	 presented	 in	 this	 article	 is	 not	 based	 on	 the	 raw	 data	 presented	 in	 the	
authors’	 other	 publications	 on	 the	 two	 curricula	 (Long,	 2017,	 2019;	 Zanatta,	 2020).	
Rather,	in	this	paper	we	engage	in	a	thematic	synthesis	analysis	composed	of	three	steps	
(van	 Leeuwen	 et	 al.,	 2019):	 individual	 review	 of	 the	 sets	 and	 identification	 of	 core	





as	 emerging	 from	 the	 narratives	 of	 students	 and	 staffs’	 experience.	 The	 pedagogical	
features	had	to	incorporate	experiential	narratives	reflecting	both	on	the	students’	data	
(presented	in	other	publications)	and	our	narrative	experiences	(Connelly	&	Clandinin,	
2006).	 Through	 this	 stage,	 across	 the	 two	 curricula,	 we	 identified	 fifteen	 points	 of	






challenges,	 emerging	 from	 the	 two	 curricula.	 This	 first	 reflection	 functioned	 as	
opportunity	to	discuss	and	explore	the	fifteen	pedagogical	features	identified	across	the	
two	 curricula.	 In	 the	 third	 and	 final	 step	 of	 the	 process,	 we	 proceeded	 to	 conduct	 a	
thematic	analysis	of	these	fifteen	pedagogical	features.	The	process	of	identification	of	the	
themes	 was	 led	 through	 an	 interpretative	 approach,	 through	 the	 abstraction	 of	 the	
experiences	 (presented	 as	 opportunities	 and	 challenges)	 into	 four	 key	 pedagogical	
dilemmas.		
These	four	core	pedagogical	dilemmas	are:	agency,	performativity,	knowledge	and	time.		












challenges	 identified	 in	 the	 pedagogies	 of	 the	 two	 curricula.	 As	 discussed	 in	 the	











































The	 first	 pedagogical	 dilemma	 emerging	 from	 the	 two	 CRE	 curricula,	 in	 terms	 of	
underpinning	pedagogy	and	mode	of	delivery,	offers	an	opportunity	to	question	the	role	
of	educators/students/pupils	as	promoted	in	the	two	models.	In	both	models,	a	great	deal	
of	 the	 learning	 process	 is	 aimed	 at	 creating	 an	 environment	 which	 promotes	 active	














and	 care	 practitioners	 might	 constitute	 a	 crucial	 opportunity	 to	 break	 the	 cycle	 of	
traditional	processes	of	education.	To	promote	a	similar	shift	in	favour	of	agency	in	the	
field	of	practice,	a	change	in	the	role	and	status	of	practitioners	would	be	required.		
The	 perceived	 low	 status	 and	 lack	 of	 professional	 recognition	 feature	 as	 internalized	
narratives	 in	 students’	 experiences,	 both	 in	 discussing	 their	 current	 and	 prospective	
practice.	As	explored	in	prior	sections,	the	ongoing	devaluation	of	the	figure	of	the	early	
childhood	education	and	care	educator	is	dominant	in	the	field	of	early	childhood	across	




students’	 active	 engagement	 with	 their	 Transformational	 Potential	 (Jemal,	 2017),	 an	
action-oriented	extension	of	Freire’s	 idea	of	Critical	Consciousness.	A	point	 for	 further	







This	 second	 theme	 relates	 closely	 to	 the	 issue	 of	 authentic	 engagement	 and	




the	 clashing	 of	 children’s	 rights	 with	 pre-existing	 beliefs,	 both	 of	 personal	 and	
professional	nature.	Specifically,	some	concepts	are	identified	by	students	as	particularly	
dissonant	with	their	prior	knowledge	and	views.	For	example,	challenges	to	the	notion	of	
children’s	 purity	 and	 innocence	 (Bernstein,	 2011)	 are	 often	 contested	 by	 students	 as	
possible	dangers	to	the	children’s	welfare.	In	other	instances,	the	Eurocentric	nature	of	
discourses	(Montgomery,	2018;	Moosa-Mitha,	2005)	 is	 identified	as	a	 limitation	 to	 the	













hijacked	 and	 conflated	 with	 performance	 management	 and	 other	 neoliberal	 agendas.	
Tibbitts	 (2002)	 also	 explored	 the	 problematic	 nature	 of	 accountability	 and	 standard-
based	recognitions.	Tokenistic	engagement	with	rights	discourses	is	widely	criticised	and	
often	 called	 out.	 A	 tokenistic	 and	 superficial	 approach	 to	 the	 exploration	 and	
implementation	of	 rights	 reinforces	post-structuralist	 interpretations	of	 these	as	mere	
form	of	control	(Foucault,	1979).		
Introducing	an	element	of	hope/possibility	 in	relation	to	performativity,	Lundy	(2018)	
challenges	 educators	 to	 appreciate	 the	 possible	 positive	 outcomes	 that	 might	








A	 preoccupation	 already	 raised	 by	 MacNaughton	 and	 colleagues	 (2007)	 in	 their	
reflections	 on	 the	 suggestions	 made	 in	 GC7,	 is	 the	 incongruency	 between	 traditional	
practices	and	theories	of	early	childhood	and	children’s	rights.		
Students’	 narratives	 reveal	 the	 discomfort	 and	 confusion	 emerging	 from	 having	 to	
navigate	 dissonant	 realities	within	 the	 field.	Whilst	 Jerome	 (2018)	warns	 of	 the	 risks	
deriving	from	a	dissonant	setting,	it	is	important	to	recognise	that	a	classic	education	in	
early	 childhood	 education	 and	 care	 prepares	 students	 for	 a	 very	 specific	 way	 of	
approaching	children	and	understanding	childhood.	 In	discussing	matters	of	children’s	
rights,	 students	 would	 regularly	 make	 reference	 to	 theorists	 and	 theories	 that	 have	
proclaimed	the	limitedness	of	childhood,	as	state	of	incompetency	and	need.	For	example,	
student’s	narratives	highlight	 the	 existing	 imbalance	 in	 early	 childhood	education	and	
care	 curricula	 through	 questioning	 why	 traditional	 theories	 are	 still	 taught	 and	
celebrated,	 although	no	 longer	 of	 relevance	 (Zanatta,	 2020).	 In	many	 cases,	 the	 initial	























Transformative	 approaches	 in	 higher	 education	 contexts	 are	 difficult,	 time-consuming	
and	 emotionally	 draining.	 Students’	 narratives	 discussed	 thus	 far	 have	 unveiled	 the	
uneasiness,	 discomfort,	 mistrust	 and	 disorientation	 experienced	 in	 engaging	 with	
transformative	 learning	 strategies.	 What	 is	 yet	 to	 be	 discussed	 is	 the	 potential	 for	
achievement	 (not	 only	 in	 the	 academic	 or	 performative	 sense),	 empowerment,	 and	
liberation	that	CRE	curricula	hold.		
In	 their	 narratives,	 students	 revealed	 they	 had	 uncovered	 and	 challenged	 injustices	
witnessed	in	their	everyday	experiences,	because	being	both	rights-informed	and	rights-









experienced	 a	 sense	 of	 liberation	 from	 their	 own	 ghosts	 of	 childhood	 through	 the	







A	 crucial	 recurrent	 feature	 in	 the	 collected	 narratives	 is	 the	 struggle,	 longing,	 and	
determination	to	 find	a	way	to	develop	what	Taylor	(2018)	defines	as	a	community	of	























principles	 we	 believe	 to	 be	 fundamental	 for	 CRE	 programmes	 for	 practitioners	 to	 be	
meaningful	and	of	impact.		
Interdisciplinary	and	integrated		
Childhood(s)	 are	 interdisciplinary	 and	 complex	 realities;	 as	 such,	 they	 require	
multifaceted	 and	 nuanced	 engagement	 and	 the	 taking	 into	 account	 of	 the	 numerous	
perspectives	 and	 experiences	 of	 children.	 CRE	 offers	 a	 further	 opportunity	 for	 early	
childhood	education	and	care	programmes	to	be	interdisciplinary	in	their	curricula.	This	













and	 colleagues’	 (2015)	 suggestion	 for	 a	 ‘locally	 negotiated	 solution’.	 In	 this	 scenario,	
Higher	Education	 institutes	would	assume	 the	 responsibility	 for	building	CRE	 support	
around	 the	 student	 using	 the	 existing	 legislative	 and	 policy	 framework	 and	 statutory	




‘experts’,	 commissioned	 to	 determine	 and	 regulate	 what	 constitutes	 normative	 and	
acceptable	childhood.	Similarly,	as	for	the	models	of	CRE	designed	to	engage	children,	it	
could	 be	 argued	 that	 a	 transformational	 approach,	 aimed	 at	 questioning	 and	 shifting	
conceptualisations	of	childhood(s)	(Covell	et	al.,	2010;	Özbek,	2017)	would	lead	to	a	more	
dynamic	and	less	tokenistic	learning	opportunity.	Moving	away	from	a	knowledge-only	












possible	 developments	 of	 practice	 in	 this	 direction.	 CRE	 represents	 an	 opportunity	 to	
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